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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910 


No.  17338.) 

On  February  9,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Owl  Drug  Co.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  March  29,  1922,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State  of  Oregon, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Rajah  Sheep  Dip,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Cresylic  Acid  15  to  17  per  cent ;  Coal  Tar  Oils 
60  per  cent;  *  *  *  Water  7  per  cent,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
bottles  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality 
were  such  that  it  contained  cresylic  acid  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  13 
per  cent,  contained  coal  tar  oils  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  60  per  cent, 
and  contained  water  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  7  per  cent;  whereas, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  less  than  15  per  cent 
of  cresylic  acid,  it  contained  less  than  60  per  cent  of  coal  tar  oils,  and  con- 
tained more  than  7  per  cent  of  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Cresy- 
lic Acid  15  to  17  per  cent ;  Coal  Tar  Oils  60  per  cent ;  *  *  *  Water  7  per 
cent  *  *  *  Directions  for  Use  Poultry  *  *  *  Chicken  Cholera.  Add 
6  drops  of  Sheep  Dip  to  1  gallon  of  water,  and  mix  with  the  food.  Disinfect 
the  hen-house  thoroughly  by  sprinkling  the  roosts,  etc.,  with  a  solution  of  1 
part  of  Sheep  Dip  to  50  parts  of  water.    *    *    *    For  Cattle  and  Horses 

*  *  *  For  Mange  and  Texas  Itch  *  *  *  Contagious  Abortion  *  *  * 
Ringworm  Eczema  and  Surfeit.  *  *  *  Galls-,  Sores,  Wounds,  Barbed-wire 
Cuts  *  *  *  Grease  Heels,  Scratches  *  *  *,"  "  For  Sheep  *  *  * 
Sore  Mouth    *    *    *    Stomach  Worms    *    *    *    For  Swine  Hog  Cholera. 

*  *    *    Leucorrhoea    *    *    *    Mouth  Disease    *    *    *,"  and  "Dogs  Mange 
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cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 
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*  *  *,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained 
cresylic  acid  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  15  per  cent,  contained  coal  tar 
oils  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  GO  per  cent,  and  contained  water  in  a  pro- 
portion of  not  more  than  7  per  cent,  and  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  chicken  cholera,  would  be 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  contagious  abortion  and  all  types  and  varieties 
of  mange,  Texas  itch,  eczema,  sores,  grease  heels  and  scratches  in  or  on  cattle 
or  horses,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of 
sore  mouth  and  stomach  worms  in  sheep,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment 
of  hog  cholera,  and  in  the  treatment  of  leucorrhoea  and  mouth  disease  in 
swine,  and  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of 
mange  on  dogs ;  whereas,  the  said  article  contained  less  than  15  per  cent  of 
cresylic  acid,  it  contained  less  than  60  per  cent  of  coal  tar  oils,  and  contained 
more  than  7  per  cent  of  water,  and  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would 
not  be  effective  for  the  above  purposes. 

On  November  3,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dun  lap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

977.  Adulteration  and  misbranding'  of  "  Burnett's  Antiseptic  Bird  Wash." 

V.  S.  v.  Burnett's  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1290. 
Dom.  No.  18506.) 

On  December  13,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New- 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Burnett's,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  Newark.  N.  J.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  com- 
pany, in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  November  25. 
1922,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Burnett's  Antiseptic  Bird  Wash,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients  Dioxychinolin  Sulphate  1M>% 
Inert  Ingredients  Water  98M.»9fc,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  con- 
taining a  portion  of  the  product  and  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients 
iy2%  Inert  Ingredients  9SM>%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles 
containing  the  remainder  of  the  said  product,  represented  that  the  article  con- 
tained active  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  do  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or 
mitigate  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  one  and  one-half  per  cent, 
and  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e..  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  9SM:  per  cent ; 
whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  stand- 
ard and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  active  ingredients 
in  a  proportion  less  than  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredi- 
ents, in  a  proportion  greater  than  98^2  per  cent. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the  product  for  the 
further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit.  "  Dioxychinolin  Sulphate  lM»9o," 
borne  on  certain  of  the  bottle  labels,  represented  that  the  said  portion  of  the 
article  contained  dioxychinolin  sulphate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  one 
and  one-half  per  cent :  whereas,  it  did  not  contain  dioxychinolin  sulphate  in 
the  proportion  of  not  less  than  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  but  another  sub- 
stace,  to  wit.  acid  potassium  sulphate  salt  of  S-hydroxyquinolin,  had  been  sub- 
stituted for  dioxychinolin  sulphate,  which  the  said  article  purported  to  contain. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit.  "Active 
Ingredients  Dioxychinolin  Sulphate  W^o  Inert  Ingredients  Water  98^%" 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  a  portion  of  the  product, 
and  the  statements,  to  wit.  "Active  Ingredients  l'o^  Inert  Ingredients  98K»%." 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  remainder  thereof,  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  that  the  article  contained  active  Ingredients  in  the  proportion  of 
not  less  than  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the 
proportion  of  not  more  than  98%  per  cent:  whereas,  the  said  article  contained 
active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  and 
contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  98  M>  per  cent. 
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Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"Antiseptic,"  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  containing  a  portion  of  the 
article,  and  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Burnett's  Antiseptic  Bird  Wash,"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  all  the  said  bottles,  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  act  as  an  antiseptic ;  whereas,  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  not  act  as  an  antiseptic. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  all  the  said  product  for  the 
further  reason  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present 
therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article,  or  on  the  wrappers  enclosing 
the  said  bottles;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels  or  on  the  said 
wrappers. 

On  December  29.  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

978.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Leon  Hirsh's  Chlorinated  Lime." 

TJ.  S.  v.  James  A.  Miller  (Leon  Hirsh  &  Son.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine, 
$100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1095.    Dom.  No.  15728.) 

On  December  14,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information 
against  James  A.  Miller,  trading  as  Leon  Hirsh  &  Son,  New  York,  N.  Y., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910,  on  or  about  January  28,  1921,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
District  of  Columbia,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Leon  Hirsh's  Chlorinated  Lime," 
which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Available  Chlorine  30%  Inert  Ingredients  70%," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  represented 
that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  available  chlorine, 
i.  e.,  chlorine  available  for  preventing,  destroying,  repelling  and  mitigating 
insects  or  pathogenic  and  putrefactive  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less 
than  30  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  do 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  pathogenic  and  putrefactive 
fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  70  per  cent;  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion 
less  than  30  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  70  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Avail- 
able Chlorine  30%  Inert  Ingredients  70%  "  "  For  Deodorizing  and  Disinfecting 
indoor  closets,  outside  vaults,  garbage  receptacles,  stable  manure,  and  decaying 
animal  and  vegetable  matter  of  all  sorts,  sprinkle  Chlorinated  Lime  on  lightly," 
and  "  The  use  of  Chlorinated  Lime  sprinkled  dry  in  outdoor  vaults,  on  piles  of 
stable  manure,  in  garbage  receptacles,  or  on  decomposing  animal  or  vegetable 
matter  of  all  kinds,  will  not  only  destroy  any  germs  of  disease  that  may  be 
present,  but  will  prevent  such  matter  from  attracting  flies,  and  effectually  pre- 
vent their  breeding  therein,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  mislead- 
ing, and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
article  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  30  per  cent, 
and  coptained  inert  ingredients,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  70  per  cent, 
and  that  the  said  article,  when  sprinkled  on  lightly  as  directed,  would  deodeor- 
ize  and  disinfect  indoor  closets,  outside  vaults,  garbage  receptacles,  stable 
manure  and  decaying  animal  and  vegetable  matter  of  all  sorts,  that,  when  used 
as  directed,  it  would  prevent  the  breeding  of  flies  in  outdoor  vaults,  on  piles 
of  stable  manure,  in  garbage  receptacles  and  on  decomposing  animal  and  vege- 
table matters  of  all  kinds,  and  would  prevent  the  said  matter  from  attracting 
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flies ;  whereas,  it  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  less  than  30  per 
cent,  it  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  70  per  cent, 
and  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said 
purposes. 

On  or  about  January  5,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  .$100. 

R.  W.  Dun  lap. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

079.  Adulteration  and  misbranding:  of  "  Hamniond'n  Sheep  Wafth."     I*.  S. 

v.  Benjamin  Hammond  (Hammond's  Paint  and  Slu«r  Shot  Works). 
Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1111.    Dom.  No.  15737.) 

On  January  24,  1922,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Benjamin  Hammond,  trading  as  Hammond's  Paint  and  Slug  Shot  Works,  New 
York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  February  21,  1921,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into 
the  State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Hammond's  Sheep  Wash,"'  which 
was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  witfnn  the  mean- 
ing of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit.  '"Active  Ingredients :  *  *  *  Phenols  *  *  * 
9.09%  *  *  *  Nicotine  *  *  *  0.667c,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 
such  that  it  contained  phenols  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  9.09  per  cent, 
and  contained  nicotine  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  0.66  per  cent:  whereas, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  phenols  in  a  proportion 
less  than  9.09  per  cent,  and  contained  nicotine  in  a  proportion  less  than  0.66 
per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit.  "Active 
Ingredients:  *  *  *  Phenols  *  *  *  9.09%  *  *  *  Nicotine  *  *  * 
0.66%,"  and  "  Healthy  Skin  *  *  *  Destroys  Parasites  on  Sheep  and  Do- 
mestic Animals.  Every  Sheep  should  have  a  wash  after  shearing.  t<>  destroy 
Scabies.  Ticks,  Louse  or  Maggot  Fly.  Use  for  Foot  Rot.  *  *  *  Jigger  Flea 
*  *  *."  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained 
phenols  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  9.09  per  cent  and  contained  nicotine 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  0.66  per  cent,  and  that  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  assure  a  healthy  skin  on  sheep,  would  destroy 
all  types  and  varieties  of  parasites  on  sheep  and  domestic  animals,  would 
destroy  all  tyi>es  and  varieties  of  scabies  on  sheep,  would  destroy  ticks  on 
sheep,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  louse  or  maggot  fly,  would  be 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  foot  rot.  and  would  be  effective  in  all  cases 
against  jigger  flea  :  whereas,  the  article  contained  less  than  9.09  j>er  cent  of 
phenols,  and  contained  less  than  0.6(5  per  cent  of  nicotine,  and.  when  used  as 
directed,  it  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

On  January  5,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $100. 

R,  W.  Dr\r  .\r, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

>1ImI>i  aii<Mn«;    of       (  oncoiitrHtcd    Solution    Little    and    ^nlplm!-."     V.  S. 

v.  jiMiNiMi-SHNhcry  i ,n ho m t «•  H «•*.  Defendant  roiiffiird  Jvdffmeat* 
Fine,  910  and  com!*.    (L  «fc  V.  No.  UttQ.    Dom.  No.  18483.J 

On  December  15,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Jeusen-Salsbery  Laboratories,  a  corporation.  Kansas  City.  Mo.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or 
about  October  3,  1922.  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  California, 
of  a  quantity  of  "  Concentrated  Solution  Lime  and  Sulphur ".  which  was  a 
misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  '"Concentrated  Solution  Lime  and  Sulphur  One  part 
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added  to  seven  parts  of  water  makes  the  official  Lime  and  Sulphur  Dip,"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article  was  permitted  for  official  dipping  of  animals ;  whereas, 
it  was  not  permitted  for  official  dipping  of  animals. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  or 
ingredient  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  or  ingredient  so 
present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  label 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  substance  or  ingredient  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  the  said  label. 

On  December  17,  1924,  a  confession  of  judgment  having  been  entered  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  company,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

881.  Misbrandings  of  "  Liquid  Ethereal  Soap."     U.  S.  v.  The  Jensen-Salsbery 
Laboratories.     Defendant  confessed  judgment.     Fine,  $10  and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1239.    Dom.  No.  18480.) 

On  February  5,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Jensen-Salsbery  Laboratories,  a  corporation,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  January  11,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  California, 
of  a  quantity  of  "  Liquid  Ethereal  Soap,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Contains  5%  Ethyl  Oxide "  and  "A  Positive  Dis- 
infectant *  *  *  For  The  Discriminating  Surgeon,"  borne  on  the  labels 
and  pasteboard  containers  of  the  articles,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said 
article  contained  ethyl  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  five  per  cent, 
and  that  it  would  act  as  a  disinfectant  for  surgeons'  use  under  practical 
conditions  of  application ;  whereas,  the  said  article  contained  ethyl  oxide  in  a 
proportion  less  than  five  per  cent,  and  would  not  act  as  a  disinfectant  for 
surgeons'  use  under  practical  conditions  of  application. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  bottles 
containing  the  article,  nor  on  the  pasteboard  containers  of  the  said  bottles ; 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  bottles  or 
pasteboard  containers. 

On  December  17,  1924,  a  confession  of  judgment  having  been  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

?)82.  Misbranding:  of  "  Exito  Germicide  Disinfectant  and  Antiseptic."     U.  S. 

v.  Exito  Chemical  Co.  Defendant  company  declared  in  default. 
Fine,  $100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1221.     Dom.  No.  17404.) 

On  July  21,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  the  Exito  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Eau  Claire,  Wis.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
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September  13,  1921,  from  the  State  Of  Wisconsin  into  the  State  of  Indiana, 
of  a  quantity  of  M  Exito  Germicide  Disinfectant  and  Antiseptic,"  which  was 
a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "As  a  Germicide  and 
Disinfectant  it  has  from  4  to  6  times  the  strength  of  pure  Carbolic  Acid. 

*  *  *  is  effective  in  solution  of  1  part  of  Exito  to  500  parts  of  water  *  *  * 
It  is  recommended  for  disinfecting  articles  used  in  the  sick-room  and  in  con- 
tagious diseases.  It  is  also  valuable  for  sterilizing  surgical  instruments  and 
utensils,  because  it  will  not  attack  either  metals  or  fabrcs.  As  a  treatment 
for  sores  and  wounds,  first  wash  with  1  to  100  solution,  as  a  disinfectant 

*  *  *  During  the  prevalence  of  contagious  diseases  it  is  well  to  bathe  in 
a  1  to  500  solution  and  to  spray  the  mouth  and  nose  with  a  1  to  100 
strength,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
they  represented  that  the  article  possessed  four  to  six  times  the  Strength  of 
pure  carbolic  acid  as  a  germicide  and  disinfectant,  that  it  would  be  effective 
in  solutions  of  one  part  of  the  said  article  to  500  parts  of  water,  that  when 
used  as  directed  it  would  in  all  cases  disinfect  articles  used  in  the  sick-room 
and  in  contagious  diseases,  would  sterilize  surgical  instruments  and  utensils, 
and  would  disinfect  sores  and  wounds,  that,  when  used  in  the  bath  at  one  to 
500  dilution  it  would  disinfect,  and  that  when  used  as  a  mouth  and  nose  spray 
at  one  to  100  dilution  it  would  act  as  a  germicide  against  all  germs  found 
there ;  whereas,  the  said  article  did  not  possess  four  to  six  times  the  strength 
of  pure  carbolic  acid  as  a  germicide  and  disinfectant,  it  would  not  be  effective 
in  solutions  of  one  part  of  the  article  to  500  parts  of  water,  Land  when  used  as 
directed  the  said  article  would  not  in  all  cases  disinfect  articles  used  in  the 
sick-room  or  in  contagious  diseases,  would  not  sterilize  surgical  instruments 
and  utensils,  and  would  not  disinfect  sores  and  wounds,  and,  when  used  in 
the  bath  at  one  to  500  dilution,  it  would  not  disinfect  and,  when  used  as  a 
mouth  and  nose  spray  at  one  to  100  dilution,  ii  would  not  act  as  a  germicide 
against  all  germs  found  there. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil,  which  said  sub- 
stances do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  per- 
centage amount  of  each  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  bot- 
tles containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  hav- 
ing fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or 
ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or 
any  label  affixed  to  the  said  bottles. 

On  November  S,  1024,  the  court  having  declared  the  defendant  company  in 
default,  a  fine  of  £100  was  imposed. 

ft,  W.  Di-ni  ap. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

!>83.  MiNbrnndinn    of   »  Scliolt/.'s    Ronch    Kviormlnntor."     I  •    9.  St  lioltz 

Mutiuil  nniK  Co.  Plea  of  Kiiiltv.  Fine,  $104).  (I.  &  F-  No,  1-  DOIQ. 
No.  18275.) 

On  November  .*>,  1024,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Colo- 
rado, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Scholtz  Mutual  Drug  Co.,  a  corporation,  Denver.  Colo*,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010.  on  or  about  July  20. 
1022,  from  the  State  of  Colorado  into  the  Suite  of  California,  of  a  Quantity 
of  "Scholtz's  Roach  Exterminator",  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  means  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit.  ••  This  p«»wder  is  n. »n-pois(»nous  *  *  *  Sch<»ltz*s 
Roach  Exterminator  *  *  *  Sprinkle  or  blow  with  a  powder  bellows  the 
Roach  Exterminator  into  all  the  cracks  and  crevices  infested  with  vermin: 
use  plenty  of  powder,  and  let  it  remain  fOl  three  days:  then  clean  it  up  and 
repeat  the  operation  once  a  week  for  two  weeks,  when  they  will  be  found  to 
have  entirely  disappeared  and  will  not  return."  borne  on  each  of  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading* 
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and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
article  was  non-poisonous,  and  that,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  extermi- 
nate roaches  and  would  prevent  the  return  of  roaches ;  whereas,  the  said 
article  was  not  non-poisonous,  but  contained  poisonous  substances,  to  wit, 
sodium  fluoride,  lead  oxide  and  borax,  and  when  used  as  directed  it  would  not 
exterminate  roaches,  and  its  use  as  directed  would  not  prevent  the  return  of 
roaches. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium  fluoride, 
borax  and  pyrethrum,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing 
the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so  present  therein 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  December  6,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  impose  a  fine  of  $100. 

R.  W.  Dtjnlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

984.  Misbranding  of  "  Pom's  Golden  Wonder."  TJ.  S.  v.  61  Bottles  and  106 
Bottles  of  "  Pom's  Golden  Wonder."  Default  decrees  of  condemna- 
tion, forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  &  F.  Nos.  1278,  1279.  S.  Nos.  151, 
152.) 

On  June  20,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Tennessee,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  libels  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  167  bottles  of  "  Pom's  Golden  Wonder."  It  was  alleged 
in  the  libels  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  in  part  on  or  about  June  27, 
1923,  and  in  part  on  or  about  July  6,  1923,  by  the  I.  A.  Pommier  Co.,  Topeka, 
Kans.,  from  the  State  of  Kansas  into  the'  State  of  Tennessee,  and  that  having 
been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  that  it  was  a 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libels  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements,  to  wit,  "  Given  in  the  drinking  water,  milk  or  food.  Rids  fowl  of 
lice,  mites,  blue-bugs,  stick-tights,  fleas  and  other  blood-sucking  insect  pests. 

*  *    *    Pom's  Golden  Wonder,  when  given  according  to  directions  will  give 
the  best  of  satisfaction  for  which  it  is  intended,  to  rid  fowl  of  lice  and  mites." 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article  and  on  the  car- 
tons containing  the  said  bottles,  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  One-half  tcaspoonful 
to  each  gallon  of  water,  lice  will  disappear  quicker  than  mites  and  blue-bugs, 
because  most  of  the  mite  family  live  in  the  hen  house  and  attack  fowls  on  the 
roosts,  so  it  takes  longer  to  clear  them  out.    Four  or  five  days  treatment  twice 
a  month  is  sufficient  to  destroy  these  parasites  and  keep  them  away  perma- 
nently.   Give  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  to  your  flock.    Free  them  of  lice."  borne 
on  the  said  cartons,  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  One-half  teaspoonful  to  a  gallon 
of  water.    Four  or  five  days'  treatment  twice  a  month  is  usually  sufficient  to 
rid  fowls  of  lice  and  mites."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  bottles,  and 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  rids  poultry  of  lice  and  mites. 
Given  in  drinking  water  or  food.    *    *    *    "  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  is  a  simple, 
harmless  compound  and  will  give  the  best  of  satisfaction  for  which  it  is  in- 
tended, to  rid  the  fowls  of  lice  and  mites    *    *    *    After  giving  Pom's  Golden 
Wonder  three  or  four  days  the  lice  and  mites  leave  the  fowls  and  go  to  the 
nests,  roosts  and  hen-house    *    *    *    Pom's  Golden  Wonder  will  rid  the  fowls 
of  lice  and  mites  without  the  handling  of  the  fowls    *    *    *    But  we  do 
guarantee  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  to  rid  the  fowls  Of  lice  and  mites    *    *  * 
We  have  been  using  your  Golden  wonder  with  our  flock  of  White  Leghorns 
and  found  it  all  right  as  a    *    *    *    lice  remover    *    *    *    Moulting  hens 
are  ready  prey  for  roup  and  other  fall  diseases.    When  weakened  by  the 
attacks  of  lice  and  mites  they  are  more  so.    Pom's  Golden  Wonder  should  be 
fVSn  *t0  £one'thenviip  and  free  them  of  lice  during  the  moulting  season 
tttiJ  J??ef*Ul  hatchin^-Fowls  leave  the  nest  and  often  times  die  white 

*  f  u  e-  t0  the  rava^e  attacks  of  lice  and  mites.  Pom's  Golden  Wonder 
should  be  given  in  midwinter.    *    *    *    I  used  Pom's  Golden  ^n to  with  fhe 


1176 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD 


I  S.  R.  A. 


best  of  satisfaction  for  baby  chicks  and  for  keeping  fowls  free  of  lice  and  mites. 
Pom's  Golden  Wonder  should  be  given  three  or  four  days  before  spraying  the 
hen  house  as  it  runs  the  lice  off  the  chickens  *  *  *  My  chickens  were  in- 
fested with  big  ticks:  I  tried  for  three  days  to  get  rid  of  them.  I  used  Pom'e 
Golden  wonder  twice.  They  immediately  left  the  fowls  *  *  *  as  there 
are  more  baby  chicks  die  from  the  ravage  attacks  of  lice  and  mites  than 
from  disease;  that's  why  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  helps  save  baby  chicks."  borne 
on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  rea- 
son of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice,  mites,  blue-bugs,  stick- 
tights,  fleas  and  all  other  blood-sucking  insect  pests,  would  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  lice,  mites  and  blue-bugs  on  fowls,  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against,  and  would  rid  fowls  of  lice 
and  mites,  would  run  the  lice  off  the  chickens,  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  poultry  ticks  and  against  lice  and  mites  on  baby  chicks  :  whereas,  the 
said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
entirely  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  when  used  as  directed,  and  tbe  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances 
or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  bottles  or  the  cartons  containing 
the  article. 

On  February  9,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ments of  condemnation  were  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  tbe  court  that 
the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dun  lap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

085.  MiMhrandinK  of  "  Lilly's  Lice  and  >Ilte  Liquid."     t  .  9.  v.  The  Clin*.  H. 

Lilly  Co.     Plea   of  guilty.     Fine.  #50.     (I.   &   F.   No.    1318.     Dom.  No. 

18.668.) 

At  the  November  1924  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and 
for  the  Western  District  of  Washington,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  said 
district,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
district  court  aforesaid  an  information  against  The  Chas.  H.  Lilly  Co.,  a  cor- 
poration, trading  at  Seattle,  Wash.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Insecticide  Act  Of  1910.  on  or  about  April  30,  l'.^-'i.  from  the 
State  of  Washington  into  the  State  of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity  of  M  Lilly's  Lice 
and  Mite  Liquid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning 
of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
thai  the  statement,  to  wit.  "Lilly's  Lice  and  Mite  Liquid,"  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and 
by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  chicken  lice: 
whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  chicken  lice. 

On  February  !>.  192"),  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

It.  W.  IHM.AI-, 

Act  inn  Scrretn  ru  of  Agriculture. 

986,  Misbranding  of  "Zenolenm  Llec  Powder.**  i.  9.  lltoert  h  .  Benner. 
I»lt*a  of  iruilty.  Fine,  §2S.  (L  ft  V  No.  1252.  I><<m.  N<>.  1770.) 
OB  May  !».  1904,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Lastrrn  District  of 
Michigan.'  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  Information  against 
Albert  II.  Zenner,  trading  as  the  Zenner  Products  Company,  and  as  the  Zenner 
Disinfectant  Company.  Detroit.  Mich.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant, 
in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010,  on  or  about  .Inly  21.  19^2,  from  the 
State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Nebraska,  of  a  quantity  «>f  "  Zenoleum 
Lice  Powder."  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within 

the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  ••Sulphur  Flowers  10';,  Commercial  Impurities 
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(moisture,  sand,  etc.)  Inert  5%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  con- 
taining the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such 
that  it  contained  sulphur  flowers  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  10  per 
cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  5  per  cent ; 
whereas,  the  article  contained  sulphur  flowers  in  a  proportion  less  than  10 
per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  5  per 
cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sul- 
phur Flowers  10%  Commercial  Impurities  (moisture,  sand,  etc.)  Inert  5%,'r 
borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  sulphur  flowers: 
in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  10  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients.' 
in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  5  per  cent;  whereas,  the  said  article  con- 
tained sulphur  flowers  in  a  proportion  less  than  10  per  cent,  and  contained 
inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  5  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  For  Mites :  Sprinkle  the  nests,  floors,  roosts  and  dust-bath  each 
week.  *  *  *  Lice  on  Horses  and  Cattle :  Sift  powder  on  the  animals  and 
rub  same  thoroughly  into  the  skin,  stroking  against  the  hair.  Repeat  in 
seven  or  eight  days.  *  *  *  Cabbage  Worms :  Dust  plants  when  wet  with 
dew  and  follow  each  rain."  borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  m  s- 
leading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements,  the  article  was  labeled  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said 
article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  chicken 
mites,  cabbage  worms,  and  lice  on  horses  and  cattle ;  whereas,  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  aga.nst  chicken  mites, 
cabbage  worms,  and  lice  on  horses  and  cattle. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  napthalene,  sulphur, 
nicotine  of  tobacco,  phenols,  coal  tar  hydrocarbons  and  soap  of  zenoleum,  which 
said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
so  present  in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  the  said  labels. 

On  November  19,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

987.  Adulteration,  and  misbranding  of  "  Lysetol."    TJ.  S.  v.  L.ehn  &  Fink, 
Inc.     Plea  of  g-nilty.     Fine,  $300.     (I.  &  P.  No.  1298.    Dom.  No.  19241.) 

On  December  5,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  Un  ted  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Lehn  &  Fink,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  July  19,  1923, 
from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Washington,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Lysetol "  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Active  Ingredient,  Pyrethrum  75%  Inert  In- 
gredient 25%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  said 
article,  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such 
that  it  contained  active  ingredients,  i.  e.,  a  substance  or  substances  that  do 
prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
75  per  cent,  and  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that  do 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mit'gate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more 
than  25  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  con- 
tained active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  75  per  cent,  and  contained 
inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  25  per  cent. 
43179—25  2 
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Misbranding'  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  "Active  Ingredi- 
ent, Pyrethrum  75%  Inert  ingredient  25%  "  and  M  Lysetol  Insect  Extermina- 
tor *  *  *  For  the  extermination  of  Cockroaches.  Flies,  Bed  Bugs,  Moths, 
Mosquitoes,  &0.  *  *  *  Blow  copious  quantities  of  Lysetol  wherever  insects 
are  found  *  *  *  Lice  on  Chickens — blow  powder  well  into  feathers,  under 
wings  and  between  legs."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cartons,  were 
false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the 
said  statements  represented  that  the  article  contained  active  ingredients  in 
the  proportion  of  not  less  than  75  per  cent,  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  25  per  cent,  and  that  the  said  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  cockroaches,  tlies,  bed 
bugs,  moths,  mosquitoes,  chicken  lice  and  all  other  insects,  and  that  its  use.  as 
directed,  would  exterminate  all  insects :  whereas,  the  said  article  contained 
active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  75  per  cent,  contained  inert  in- 
gredients in  a  proportion  greater  than  25  per  cent,  and  when  used  as  directed, 
the  article  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  cockroaches,  tlies.  bed 
bugs,  moths,  mosquitoes,  chicken  lice  and  all  other  insects,  and  its  use,  as 
directed,  would  not  exterminate  all  insects. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  ingredients,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each 
and  every  one  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  each  or  any  of 
the  cartons  containing  the  said  articles. 

On  February  2.  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  SM<X>. 

R.  W.  Dim  ap. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

JJ88.   MiHlirnmlingr  of  "  Xo-Od."     I".  S.  v.  \o-Od  Chemical  Co.     Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $r>0.     (I.  &  F.  No.  129G.     Dom.  Nos.  L8783,  19186.) 

On  October  28,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  the 
No-Od  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in 
violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  in  two  consignments,  namely,  on  or 
about  June  5,  1923,  and  July  17,  1928,  respectively,  from  the  State  of  Michigan 
into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  quantities  of  -  Xo-Od,"  which  was  a  misbranded 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  "Phenol  Coefficient  .54-,"  or  "  Phenol  Coefficient  as  the  MBe 
might  be,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  respective  con- 
signments of  the  product,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  possessed  a  phenol  co- 
efficient of  not  less  than  ..j  ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  possessed  a  phenol 
coefficient  less  than  .5. 

Misbranding  was  allowed  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit. 
"Disinfectant-Deodorizer  *  *  *  unsurpassed  for  use  in  the  Home.  Fac- 
tory Office,  Hospital,  Store.  Undertaking  Establishment.  Garbage  Plant,  Pig- 
gery. Etc.  *  *  *  Directions  To  get  the  best  results  add  four  portions  of 
pure'  water  to  one  portion  from  this  container,  and  spray  where  necessary, 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  bottles.  Were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  ami  mis- 
lead the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  08*1  as 
directed    would  be  an  effective  disinfectant  and  deodorizer  m  the  home,  fac- 


tory, office,  hospital,  store,  undertaking  establishment,  garbage  plant,  pinery, 
etc!;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
for  the  said  purpose 


Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  certain  ^ementeand 

testimonials  borne  in  the  circulars  accompanying  the  article  were  fa  se  and  W*S- 
ea  1  in,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements,  the  article  was  febeted  *>  ESt to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said 
article  w he  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  disinfectant  and  deodoriwr  . 
whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  dis- 
infeetant  and  deodoriz.er. 


Insecticide  51]        SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS  1179 


Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
potassium  permanganate,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel 
or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
inert  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  the  label  affixed  to  each  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article ; 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  said  label. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  product  consigned 
July  17,  1923,  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Banish  Odors 
With  the  Wonderful  Non-Odorous,  Non-Poisonous.  No-Od  Spray  Everywhere 
Purifies  the  Air  *  *  *  Most  effective  Disinfectant-Deodorizer.  It  will  Posi- 
tively Eliminate  All  Undesirable  Cooking  Odors,  Purifies  the  Air  in  Refrigera- 
tors, Bath  Room,  Toilets,  Sick  Rooms,  Cellars,  Sinks,  Garbage  Receptacles,  Etc." 
borne  on  the  paste  board  placards  shipped  with  the  said  portion  of  the  product, 
were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  banish  all  odors,  would 
purify  the  air,  would  positively  eliminate  all  undesirable  cooking  odors  and 
would  purify  the  air  in  refrigerators,  bath  rooms,  toilets,  sick  rooms,  cellars, 
sinks,  garbage  receptacles,  etc. ;  whereas,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  said  consignment  of  July  17, 
1923,  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Banish  Bad  Odors 
*  *  *  To  claim  that  No-Od  will  remove  any  and  all  odors  it  can  reach, 
without  leaving  an  odor  of  any  kind,  may  sound  like  a  tale  from  Arabian 
Nights.  To  the  thousands  of  users  of  No-Od  it  causes  no  more  comment  that 
the  Wireless  Telephone  or  the  Flying  Ships  *  *  *  Spray  Everywhere — 
Purifies  the  Air  NO-OD  *  *  *  Disinfectant — Deodorizer  *  *  *  Best  and 
Most  Effective  *  *  *  The  Universal  Deodorizer  for  the  Home.  Spray  the 
air  in  any  room  in  the  house  and  in  a  very  short  time  thereafter  you  will 
imagine  that  all  windows  and  doors  have  been  opened  to  allow  outside  fresh 
air  to  enter,  simply  because  NO-OD  has  DESTROYED  ALL  ODORS  and  has 
thoroughly  cleansed  the  air  of  ALL  POISONS  and  LEFT  NO  ODOR.  *  *  * 
NO-OD  POSITIVELY  ELIMINATES  all  disagreeable  cooking  odors  in  the 
home,  hotel,  or  restaurant,  such  as  sauer  kraut,  onions,  cauliflower,  turnip, 
garlick,  fish,  etc.  It  will  also  remove  the  odor  of  new  paint  by  simply  spray- 
ing the  air  in  the  rooms,  but  not  the  walls  or  painted  woodwork.  Removes 
every  trace  of  the  disagreeable  odor  of  '  dead '  cigar,  cigarette  or  pipe  smoke 
in  the  home,  club,  lodge  room,  billiard  room,  hotel  lobby,  or  in  any  place  where 
there  has  been  excessive  smoking.  *  *  *  Directions  To  get  the  best  results 
add  four  part  of  pure  water  to  one  part  of  No-Od  and  spray  where  necessary." 
borne  on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  said  consignment,  were  false  and 
misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  banish  all  bad  odors  and  would 
purify  the  air,  would  be  the  best  and  most  effective  disinfectant  and  deodorizer, 
would  destroy  all  odors  in  the  rooms  of  the  home  and  would  thoroughly 
cleanse  the  air  of  all  poisons  thereon,  would  eliminate  or  remove  all  disagreeable 
cooking  odors  in  the  home,  hotel  or  restaurant,  such  as  sauer  kraut,  onions, 
cauliflower,  turnip,  garlick,  fish,  etc.,  would  remove  the  odor  of  new  paint  and 
would  remove  every  trace  of  the  disagreeable  odor  of  "  dead  "  cigar,  cigarette 
or  pipe  smoke  in  the  home,  club,  lodge  room,  billiard  room,  hotel  lobby,  or  in 
any  place  where  there  had  been  excessive  smoking ;  whereas,  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

On  December  5,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

989.  Misbranding-   of   "  Zenolenm    Disinfectant  "    and    "  Zenoleum    No.  1." 

U.  S.  v.  Albert  H.  Zenner  (The  Zenner  Products  Co.).  Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1217.    Dom.  Nos.  17658,  17775.) 

On  November  12.  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
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the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Albert  H.  Zeuner,  trading  as  The  Zenner  Products  Co.,  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  March  18,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Mary- 
land, and  on  or  about  July  21,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  of  quantities  of  u  Zenoleum  Disinfectant "  and  "  Zenoleum 
No.  1",  which  were  misbranded  insecticides  and  fungicides  within  the  mean- 
ing of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Contents,  Half  Gallon  U.  S.  Standard  at  4°  C," 
and  M  Contents  One  Quart  U.  S.  Standard  at  4°  C,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  respective  sized  cans  containing  the  two  consignments  of  the  said 
article,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  said  cans  were,  in  terms  of 
measure,  one  half  gallon  U.  S.  Standard,  or  one  quart  U.  S.  Standard,  as  the 
case  might  be,  at  four  degrees  Centigrade,  whereas  the  contents  of  the  said 
cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  labels  thereof  in  that  the  said  contents 
were  less  than  one  half  gallon  U.  S.  Standard,  or  less  than  one  quart,  U.  S. 
Standard,  as  the  case  might  be,  at  four  degrees  Centigrade. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  consigned  March  18, 
1922.  into  Maryland  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 

"  *  *  *  Galls  and  Sores  on  Neck  and  Shoulders  Wash  frequently  with 
a  solution  of  four  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  one  gallon  of  water.  *  *  * 
Scratches,  Grease  Heel.  Wash  three  times  each  day  witli  full  strength  Zeno- 
leum. *  *  *  SHEEP  TICKS  to  12  gallons  of  water,  add  1  pint  of  Zeno- 
leum. *  *  *  Dip  the  sheep  soon  after  mixing,  and  keep  them  in  the  water 
a  full  minute  by  the  watch.  Do  not  dip  the  sheep  if  they  are  wet.  After  the 
bath,  allow  sheep  to  stand  on  draining  boards.   One  gallon  per  head  is  sufficient. 

*  *  *  WORMS  IN  THE  THROAT  OF  LAMBS.  Give  internally,  three  times 
a  week,  by  the  mouth,  three  ounces  of  a  solution  made  of  four  tablespoonfuls 
of  Zenoleum  to  one  gallon  of  water.  STOMACH  WORMS  Give  one  tablespoon- 
ful  of  Zenoleum  in  a  pint  of  milk,  as  a  drench.    *    *    *  POULTRY-FLEAS 

*  *  *  AND  MITES.  Take  four  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  one  gallon 
of  water,  one  quart  of  Zenoleum  to  100  parts  water,  or  one  quart  Zenoleum  to 
one-half  barrel  of  water.  The  water  should  be  warmed  to  prevent  chilling 
the  fowls.  Dip  the  fowls  in  the  barrel,  or  tub,  letting  the  dip  reach  the  skin 
and  allow  the  birds  to  dry  in  a  moderately  warm  room  or  in  the  sun.  The 
solution  may  be  made  in  this  way.  with  one  quart  of  Zenoleum.  should  be 
sufficient  for  about  100  hens.  After  dipping  the  fowls,  thoroughly  spray  the 
hen  house,  roosts,  etc.  *  *  *  SORE  MOUTH  In  sore  mouth  (often  spo- 
radic aphthae)  it  is  generally  advisable  to  give,  at  once,  a  vigorous  purgative. 
Wash  mouth  thorough lv  with  one  part  Zenoleum  to  fiftv  parts  of  water. 

*  *  *  DISINFECTING  AGAINST  HEN-CHOLERA  Add  four  tablespoon- 
fuls of  Zenoleum  to  one  gallon  of  water.  Soak  all  food  in  the  same  solution. 
Hang  in  the  coops  cloths  saturated  with  diluted  Zenoleum,  allowing  the  fowls 
to  breathe  this  atmosphere.  Add  five  tablespoonfuls  of  pulverized  charcoal  to 
a  pail  of  cooked,  soft  feed.  ROUP  IN  FOWLS  Wash  the  head  in  a  two  per 
cent  solution  of  Zenoleum  (eight  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  a  gallon  of 
water)  removing  all  of  the  discharge  that  has  accumulated.  Continue  this 
treatment  and  disinfect  the  premises  with  one  per  cent  solution  of  Zenoleum. 
Quarantine  all  diseased  fowls  at  once.  Put  two  or  three  tablespoonfuls  of 
Zenoleum  in  the  drinking  water.  HOG  CHOLERA-SWINE  PLAGUE  During 
whatever  treatment  you  may  follow  for  the  eradication  of  these  diseases, 
thorough  disinfection  must  be  religiously  adhered  to.  Use  Zenoleum  fre- 
quently ;is  a  disinfectant  and  an  antiseptic.  Thoroughly  clean  and  disinfect 
hog  jiens  and  yards  and  remove  all  sick  hogs  to  these  quarters  for  quarantine 
purposes  Put  Zenoleum  in  the  food  and  drinking  water,  and  in  all  places 
where  the  hogs  frequent.  Keep  the  well  hogs  completely  away  from  the  sick 
ones.  In  tact,  take  every  precaution  you  would  B9  in  the  treatment  of  con- 
tagions and  infectious  diseases.  Keep  the  well  hogs  and  their  surroundings 
thoroughly  disinfected  with  Zenoleum.  Put  two  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum 
In  each  bucket  of  swill.  *  *  *  CANKER  ON  HOGS  Canker  of  the  nose 
and  face  is  due  to  a  parasite  resembling  that  of  mange.  Separate  the  well 
from  the  sick,  and  rub  the  heads  of  the  pigs  not  yet  attacked  with  a  lotion 
made  of  H  ounce  of  Zenoleum  ami  S  ounces  raw  linseed  oil." 

borne  on  the  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  state- 


Insecticide  51]        SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS  1181 


merits  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  as 
directed,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  galls, 
scratches,  grease  heel  and  all  types  and  varieties  of  sores  on  neck  and 
shoulders,  that  it  would  be  effective  against  sheep  ticks,  worms  in  the  throat 
of  lambs,  stomach  worms  and  poultry  fleas  and  mites,  would  be  effective  in 
the  treatment  of  air  conditions  known  as  sore  mouth,  would  be  an  effective 
disinfectant  against  hen  cholera  and  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against 
roup  in  fowls,  would  be  effective  against  hog  cholera  and  swine  plague,  and 
would  be  effective  in  all  conditions  known  as  canker  on  hogs;  whereas,  the 
said  article,  when  used  and  applied  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the 
said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  consigned  July  21, 
1922,  into  Nebraska  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  *  *  * 
ORDINARY  ECZEMA — Wash  the  skin  with  one  part  Zenoleum  to  thirty  parts 
of  water  once  a  day.  Keep  the  skin  perfectly  clean.  See  that  the  stable  is 
well  ventilated  and  cleaned.  *  *  *  GALLS  AND  SORES  ON  NECK  AND 
SHOULDERS — Wash  frequently  with  four  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  one 
gallon  of  water.  *  *  *  SCRATCHES  AND  GREASE  CRACKED  HEELS— 
Wash  each  day  with  full  strength  of  Zenoleum.    *    *    *    IN  ECZEMA 

*  *  *  disinfect  the  affected  parts  frequently  with  *  spoonful  of  Zenoleum 
to  one  quart  of  water.  FOR  DRESSING  ULCERS, — Sores  and  Wounds  of  every 
description  *  *  *,  place  lint  saturated  with  two  to  four  teaspoonfuls  of 
Zenoleum  to  each  quart  of  water  on  the  sore  or  wound.  SKIN  DISEASES 
OF  HOGS — Wash  the  hogs  or  use  a  spray  pump,  or  sprinkle  with  a  solution 
of  one  pint  of  Zenoleum  and  thirty  parts  of  water.  *  *  *  HOG  CHOL- 
ERA— Use  Zenoleum  freely  as  a  disinfectant  and  antiseptic.  You  should 
thoroughly  clean  <-and  disinfect  your  hog  pens  and  yards,  and  allow  the  sick 
to  remain  in  these  quarters.  Put  Zenoleum  in  their  food  and  drinking  water, 
and  in  their  wallow  and  bath.  Sprinkle  it  about  the  pens,  sheds,  feeding 
grounds,  etc.  Separate  the  well  hogs  by  immediately  placing  them  in  new 
quarters  and  should  any  of  the  suspected  well  hogs  become  affected,  place 
them  immediately  with  the  sick  ones.  Keep  all  neighbors  from  coming  to 
your  hogs  from  infected  farms.  Do  not  wear  the  same  boots  and  clothes 
while  attending  your  well  hogs  that  you  have  used  in  the  quarters  of  the 
affected  ones.  Feed  a  mash  of  two-thirds  oats  and  one-third  wheat  bran, 
well  mixed  and  scalded  by  pouring  on  boiling  water,  and  to  this  add  and  stir 
well  five  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  each  bucket  of  mash.  Add  one  table- 
spoonful  to  each  gallon  cold  fresh  water  and  allow  the  stock  to  drink  this. 
CANKER  *  *  *  Separate  the  well  from  the  sick,  and  rub  the  heads  of 
the  pigs  not  yet  attacked  with  a  lotion  made  of  one-half  ounce  of  Zenoleum 
and  eight  ounces  raw  linseed  oil.  Rub  those  affected  with  iodine  ointmeDt, 
and  repeat  in  three  days.  Where  the  parts  have  sloughed,  touch  them  with 
butter  of  antimony,  and  treat  with  the  Zenoleum  lotion.  *  *  *  MAG- 
GOTS— Use  one-half  of  Zenoleum  and  one-half  of  water.  WORMS  IN  THE 
THROAT  OF  LAMBS — Give  internally  three  times  a  week  three  ounces  of  a 
solution  made  of  four  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  one  gallon  of  water. 

*  *  *  SHEEP  TICKS— To  12  gallons  of  water  add  one  pint  of  Zenoleum. 
This  is  equal  to  one  gallon  of  Zenoleum  to  100  gallons  of  water.  Dip  the 
sheep  soon  after  mixing  and  keep  them  in  the  water  a  full  minute  by  the 
watch.  Do  not  dip  the  sheep  if  they  are  wet.  After  the  bath,  squeeze  dip  from 
the  wool,  and  allow  the  sheep  to  stand  upon  draining  boards.  FOR  .  BED 
BUGS — Make  a  solution  of  two  tablespoonfuls  of  Zenoleum  to  a  quart  of 
water  and  thoroughly  wash  the  places  they  frequent."  borne  on  the  labels, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  as  directed,  would 
be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  conditions  known  as  ordinary  eczema, 
would  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  galls  and  sores  on  neck  and 
shoulders,  scratches,  grease  cracked  heels  and  eczema,  and  would  be  effective 
as  a  dressing  for  all  types  and  varieties  of  ulcers  and  sores,  would  be  effective 
in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  skin  diseases  of  hogs,  in  the 
treatment  of  hog  cholera,  and  in  the  treatment  of  all  conditions  known  as 
canker,  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  maggots,  all 
types  and  varieties  of  worms  in  the  throat  of  lambs,  and  would  be  effective 
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against  sheep  ticks  and  bed  bugs;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

On  November  19,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  Informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25. 

K.  W.  DrM.  vp, 
Acting  Seonetary  of  Agriculture. 

?)5)0.  Misbranding  of  "  Cre*oi  U,  s.  p."  i  .  s.  v.  i  .  s.  sanitary  Specialties 
Corporation.  Plea  of  Guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1292.  Dom.  No. 
17S96.) 

On  October  2,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  U.  S.  Sanitary  Specialities  Corporation,  a  corporation.  Chicago.  111.,  al- 
leging shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  U>10r 
on  or  about  April  9,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan, of  a  quantity  of  a  product  labeled  "Cresol  U.  S.  P.."  and  invoiced  and 
sold  as  "Cresol  Comp.  U.  S.  P."  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason, 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  or  ingredient  so  present  therein 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  bottles  con- 
taining the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  present  in  the 
article  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  label. 

On  December  31.  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  '>n 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25. 

P.  W.  Dr. nl  a  p. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

091.  Misbranding  of  "Dixie  Pure  Pine  Tar."  V.  S.  v.  Northwestern  Pine 
Tar  Co.     Plea  of  srnilty.     Fine,  $2f».     (I.  &  P.  No.  1275.     Ddm.  No.  191TV.) 

On  December  S,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  the 
Northwestern  Pine  Tar  Co.,  a  corporation.  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or  about  June  21. 
1923,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  Stan  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Dixie 
Pure  Pine  Tar,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  "One  Pint",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  said  article,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  said  cans  were,  in 
terms  of  measure,  one  pint  of  the  article;  whereas,  the  contents  of  each  of  the 
said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  thereof,  in  that  the  said 
contents  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  less  than  one  pint  of  the  article. 

On  December  31.  1924.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  *2.">. 

E.  W.  Dl  xr.AP. 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

D92.  Adulteration  and  mlsbmii<lin«:  of  ** International  Roacb  Powder.** 
I  .  s.  v.  International  Chemical  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Pine,  i*-.">.  I 

&  F.  No.  lL".tr,.     ]>om.  No.  lSIUW.) 

On  October  2.  19:24.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  riled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  BgafnSt 
the  International  Chemical  Co..  a  corporation.  Chicago.  111.,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1 010.  on  or  about 
August  14.  1922,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  a  quantity 
of  "International  Poach  Powder",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
Insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  snid  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that    the    statements,    to    wit.    'Inert    Ingredients    Flour    20%  Cinnamou 
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2%  Sodium  Sulphate  and  Sodium  Chloride  combined,  not  more  than  12%  ", 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article  represented  that 
its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely, 
substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit, 
roaches,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  34  per  cent ;  whereas,  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  34 
per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  inert  in- 
gredients in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  34  per  cent;  whereas,  the  said 
article  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  34  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
sodium  fluoride,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  roaches,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present 
therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  the  substances  or  ingredients  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so  present  in  the  article  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  December  31,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

It.  W.  DUNLAP, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

M>3.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Sure-Ioxem."  U.  S.  v.  Devoe  <& 
Raynolds  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1271.  Dom.  No. 
17897.) 

On  August  6,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Devoe  and  Raynolds  Co.,  Inc.,  a  corporation  trading  at  Chicago,  111.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  March  5,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of 
a  quantity  of  "  Sure-Noxem,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sulphur  6%  Inert  Ingredients  91%%,"  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that 
its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  sulphur  in  the  proportion 
of  not  less  than  6  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances 
that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  propor- 
tion of  not  more  than  91%  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold, 
in  that  it  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than  6  per  cent  and  con- 
tained inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  91%  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sul- 
phur 6%  Inert  Ingredients  91%,"  and  "  For  the  control  of  *  *  *  certain 
mites,  such  as  Red  Spider,"  borne  on  each  of  the  said  labels,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  6  per 
cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  91% 
per  cent,  and  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an 
effective  remedy  against  red  spiders ;  whereas,  the  article  contained  sulphur 
in  a  proportion  less  than  6  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  91%  per  cent,  and,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  not 
be  an  effective  remedy  against  red  spiders. 

On  December  31,  1924.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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J>t>4.  Adulteration  and  iniNhrandingr  of  **  Mcholx  Cockroach  Powder."  I'.  S. 
v.  Charles  if.  Nichols j  Helen  Nichola,  and  Mai  \  in  Sldenltera*,  Trnateea 
of  the  Charles  H.  \iohols  Company.     Plea  of  Kuiltv.     Pine,  S^r>.  .1. 

F.  No.  1284.    Dom.  No.  18239.) 

On  August  29,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Charles  II.  Nichols,  Helen  Nichols  and  Malvin  Sidcnherg,  trading  under  the 
name  of  the  Charles  H.  Nichols  Co.,  a  common  law  trust.  Chicago,  111.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  defendants,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  March  21,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Nichols  Cockroach  Powder,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Fluoride  59.%  Sodium  Borate  5.9% 
Antimot  Dichlor  Benzene  .8%  *  *  *  Contains  Inert  Ingredients  18.0%, " 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  represented  that 
its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  59  per  cent,  contained  sodium  borate  in  the  pro- 
portion of  not  less  than  5.9  per  cent,  contained  dichlorobenzene  in  the  propor- 
tion of  not  less  than  .S  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  sub- 
staces  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  cock- 
roaches, in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  18.6  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than 
59  per  cent,  it  contained  no  sodium  borate  and  no  dichlorobenzene,  and  it  con- 
tained inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  18.6  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  "  Sodium  Fluo- 
ride 59.%  Sodium  Borate  5.9%  Antimot  Dichlor  Benzene  .8%  *  *  *  Con- 
tains Inert  Ingredients  18.6%,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article 
contained  sodium  fluoride  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  59  per  cent,  con- 
tained sodium  borate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  5.9  per  cent,  contained 
dichlorobenzene  in  the  porportion  of  not  less  than  .8  per  cent,  and  contained 
inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  1S.6  per  cent :  whereas, 
the  said  article  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than  59  per  cent, 
it  contained  no  sodium  borate  and  no  dichlorobenzene,  and  it  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  1S.6  per  cent.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Copperas  15.7%," 
borne  on  the  said  labels,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statement  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in 
that  the  said  statement  so  set  forth  in  the  list  of  active  ingredients  of  the  aricle, 
purported  and  represented  that  copperas  was  and  is  an  active  ingredient,  that 
is  to  say  that  it  was  effective  in  preventing,  destroying,  repelling  or  mitigating 
insects,  to  wit,  cockroaches;  whereas,  copperas  was  not  an  active  ingredient  but 
was  an  inert  ingredient,  that  is  to  say,  it  is  not  effective  in  preventing,  destroy- 
ing, repelling  or  mitigating  cockroaches. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
sodium  fluoride,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of 
the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  cartons 
containing  the  said  article:  nor.  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  substances  or  ingredients  of  the  article 
having  insect icidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances 
or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or 
any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  cartons. 

on  .January  10,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants  and  the  court  imposed  a  flue  of  $25. 

R.  W.  DtJHIAP, 

Act  inn  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

D95.  v ii ii 1 1 <■  r.'i 1 1 on  mid  misbranding  «» f  "Jflcfcola  \nt  Powder.*1  r.  9.  v. 
(  ii m rics  ii.  Nlenola*  Helen  Ifleholaj  n mi  >inh  in  Sldenoern;, na  Teonteea 
ol  t  it «-  Chorlea   m.   Eflehola  <  «>•    Pleaa  of  ffnlltv.    Total   fine,  sr.o. 

(I.  &  F.  Nos.  1283,  1288.    Dom.  Nos.  18238,  19025.) 
On  August  29,  1924,  and  Nov.  10.  1024,  respectively,  the  United  States  attor- 
ney for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secre- 
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tary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said 
district,  two  informations  against  Charles  H.  Nichols,  Helen  Nichols,  and 
Malvin  Sidenberg,  trading  under  the  name  of  the  Charles  H.  Nichols  Co.,  a 
common  law  trust,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March  21,  1922,  from  the 
State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  on  or  about  April  21,  1923,  from 
the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Indiana,  of  quantities  of  "  Nichols  Ant 
Powder,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide,  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  informations  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Fluride  [fluoride]  60%  Antimot  Dichlor 
.8%  *  *  *  Inert  Ingredients  14.2%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cartons  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of 
the  said  article  were  such  that  the  said  article  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  60  per  cent,  contained  dichlorobenzene  in  the  pro- 
portion of  not  less  than  eight-tenths  of  one  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingre- 
dients, namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  in- 
sects, to  wit,  ants,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  14.2  per  cent ;  whereas, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  a 
proportion  less  than  60  per  cent,  it  contained  no  dichlorobenzene,  and  con- 
tained inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  14.2  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  "  Sodium 
Fluride  [fluoride]  60%  Antimot  Dichlor  .8%  *  *  *  Inert  Ingredients 
14.2%"  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of 
the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  sodium 
fluoride  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  60  per  cent,  contained  dichloroben- 
zene in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  eight-tenths  of  one  per  cent,  and  con- 
tained inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  14.2  per  cent ; 
whereas,  the  said  article  contained  sodiumi  fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than 
60  per  cent,  it  contained  no  dichlorobenzene,  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  a  proportion  greater  than  14.2  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"  Copperas  25%,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statement  so  set  forth  in  the  list  of 
active  ingredients  of  the  article,  purported  and  represented  that  copperas  was 
and  is  an  active  ingredient,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  was  effective  in  preventing, 
destroying,  repelling  or  mitigating  insects,  to  wit,  ants ;  whereas,  copperas 
was  not  and  is  not  effective  in  preventing,  destroying,  repelling  or  mitigating 
ants. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each 
and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing 
the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  pres- 
ent therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  said  cartons. 

On  January  10,  1925,  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  informations  were  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants  and  the  court  imposed  fines  in  the  aggregate  sum 
of  $50. 

R.  W.  Dtjnlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

996.  Misbranding  of  "  Lee's  Lice  Killer."  IT.  S.  v.  51  Cans  of  "  Lee's  Lice 
Killer."     Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  destruction.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1301.    S.  No.  155.) 

On  August  21,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  51  cans  of  "  Lee's  Lice  Killer."  It  was  alleged  in  the 
libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  July  7,  1924,  by  the  George 
H.  Lee  Co.,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  from  the  State  of  Nebraska  into  the  State  of  Ohio, 
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and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  Columbus,  Ohio, 
and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1010. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Directions  for  Use.  FOR 
EODY-LICE  ON  FOWLS. — Apply  Lee's  Lice  Killer  liberally  to  the  roosts  an 
hour  or  so  before  the  chickens  go  to  roost  at  night.  To  get  a  wide  evaporating 
surface  for  killing  the  body-lice  it  is  necessary  to  arrange  a  12  or  14  inch 
board  directly  under  and  close  up  to  the  roosts.  Apply  Lee's  Lice  Killer  to 
both  board  and  roost  daily  for  a  short  time,  then  once  a  month  regularly. 
SETTING  HENS. — *  *  *  Two  days  before  hatching,  place  hen  in  a  box 
painted  inside  with  Lee's  Lice  Killer  for  an  hour  or  two.  If  hen  and  chicks 
have  lice,  remove  the  hen  and  treat  as  above,  then  return  the  chicks.  FOR 
HOGS. — Spray  or  sprinkle  the  floor  of  sleeping  pen  or  bedding,  or  wrap  an 
old  gunny-sack  about  a  rubbing-post  and  paint  it  once  a  week  with  Lee's  J. ice 
Killer.  Spray  Lee's  Lice  Killer  in  empty  troughs,  swill  barrels,  etc.,  once  a 
week,  as  a  disinfectant  and  germicide.  FOR  SHEEP  AND  GOATS.— Spray 
or  sprinkle  the  bedding  two  or  three  times,  at  intervals  of  a  week.  FOR 
HORSES,  CATTLE,  CALVES,  Etc.— Sprinkle  an  old  blanket  and  tie  it  over 
the  animal  for  an  hour  or  two.  Do  not  apply  Lee's  Lice  Killer  direct  to  the 
skin  or  it  will  blister  and  remove  the  hair."  borne  on  each  of  the  labels, 
affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  body-lice  on 
fowls  and  against  lice  on  chicks,  and  would  be  effective  against  lice  that  infest 
hogs,  sheep,  goats,  horses,  cattle,  calves,  etc. ;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  body-lice  on  fowls 
and  against  lice  on  chicks,  and  would  not  be  effective  against  lice  that  infest 
hogs,  sheep,  goats,  horses,  cattle,  calves,  etc. 

On  December  18,  1924,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  the  court  was  entered  finding  the  product  liable  to  condemnation  as 
being  misbranded,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that  the  product  be  de- 
stroyed by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dl  NLAP, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

997.  Misbranding  of  "  Star  Parasite  Remover."  U.  S.  v.  One  Gross  Bottles 
of  "  Star  Parasite  Remover."  Default  deeree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1297.     S.  No.  154.) 

On  September  S,  1024,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Louisiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  of  one  gross  bottles  of  44  Star  Parasite  Remover."  It 
was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  May 
28,  1924,  by  the  Star  Chemical  Co.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  from  the  State  of 
Missouri  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and  that  having  been  so  transported 
it  remained  unsold  at  Shreveport,  La.,  and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit. 

44  STAR  PARASITE  REMOVER  *  *  *  Analysis :  Active  ingredients, 
20%  ;  Sulphur  Lime,  Calcium  Polysulphide,  Calcium  Thiesulphate.  Inert  In- 
gredients 1\CA .  Directions  Put  fifteen  (15)  drops  in  one  (1)  gallon  of 
drinking  water  (or  milk,)  or  one  (1)  teaspoonful  in  five  (5)  gallons.  Give 
to  poultry  five  (5)  daj's  treatment  three  (3)  times,  allowing  ten  (10)  days 
between  treatments.  During  treatment  poultry  must  not  have  access  to  water 
or  milk  that  does  not  contain  Star  Parasite  Remover.  After  three  (3) 
treatments  are  tfiven.  Parasites  of  any  kind  will  not  be^found  on  poultry.  If 
given  twice  each  month,  poultry  will  stay  free  of  parasites.  Our  Guarantee 
Star  Parasite  Remover  is  guaranteed  to  rid  poultry  of  all  parasites,  such  as 
Lice.  Mites.  Blue-buu's,  stick-tight  Fleas  and  similar  parasites  that  infest 
poultry,  if  above  directions  are  followed."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
bottles  containing  the  article,  and  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  STAR  PARASITE 
REMOVER  *  *  *  No  Dusting,  Greasing  or  Dipping.  In  the  time  it 
would  take  to  dust  one  bird  for  lice,  you  can  treat  your  entire  flock  with  Star 
Parasite  Remover — and  be  sure  that  all  the  parasites  will  leave  your  birds. 
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Star  Parasite  Remover  saves  time — saves  feed — saves  loss  of  birds — saves 
work — saves  worry.  It  *  *  *  prevents  the  spread  of  diseases  *  *  * 
It  contains  one  of  the  greatest  disinfectants,  blood  purifiers  and  disease  pre- 
ventatives known  to  medical  science.  A  SIMPLE  EASY  WAY.  Just  put  a 
few  drops  of  Star  Parasite  Remover  in  the  drinking  water  for  a  few  days. 
Then  the  parasites  leave  your  birds.  It's  the  sure,  easy  way.  No  bother — 
no  trouble.  A  30-day  trial  convinces  the  most  skeptical.  *  *  *  STAR 
PARASITE  REMOVER  After  poultry  is  given  Star  Parasite  Remover  they 
become  immune  to  the  attack  of  parasites,  and  the  mite  especially  becomes 
very  active  in  poultry  houses  and  on  perches.  Therefore,  we  advise  spraying 
at  this  time  with  a  good  insecticide.  Star  Parasite  Remover  is  guaranteed 
not  to  taint  the  flesh  of  fowls,  nor  the  eggs,  or  injure  the  fertility  or  hatch- 
ing qualities  of  eggs.  This  guarantee  backs  every  purchase.  *  *  *  Star 
Parasite  Remover  is  guaranteed  to  remove  all  parasites  such  as  Lice,  Mites, 
Blue  Bugs,  Stick-Tight,  Fleas  or  other  parasites  from  the  Fowls'  bodies  if 
used  as  directed.  If  it  does  not,  just  send  us  the  bottle  and  state  that  you 
found  parasites  on  your  fowls,  after  using  as  directed,  and  your  money  will 
be  returned."  borne  in  each  of  the  circulars  shipped  with  the  said  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  article  contained  active  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi  when  used  as  directed, 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  29  per  eent,  and  that  it  contained  inert 
ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi,  when  used  as  directed,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than 
71  per  cent,  and  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an 
effective  remedy  against  lice  and  mites,  blue-bugs,  stick-tight  fleas,  and  all 
other  parasites  that  infest  fowls,  and  would  prevent  the  spread  of  diseases 
among  poultry,  that  it  contained  one  of  the  greatest  disinfectants,  blood 
purifiers  and  disease  preventatives  known  to  medical  science,  that  the  said 
article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  cause  all  parasites  to  leave  the  fowls, 
and  would  render  the  fowls  immune  to  attacks  of  parasites ;  whereas,  the 
article  contained  active  ingredients  in  the  proportion  less  than  29  per  cent, 
it  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  71  per  cent,  it 
did  not  contain  one  of  the  greatest  disinfectants  blood  purifiers  and  disease 
preventatives  known  to  medical  science,  and,  when  used  as  directed,  it 
would  not  prevent  the  spread  of  diseases  among  poultry,  it  would  not  be  an 
effective  remedy  against  lice,  mites,  blue-bugs,  stick-tight  fleas  and  all  other 
parasites  that  infest  fowls,  it  would  not  cause  all  parasites  to  leave  the  fowls, 
and  would  not  render  them  immune  to  attacks  of  parasites. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  such  inert  substance  or  ingredient  so  present  therein 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  con- 
taining the  article. 

On  October  29,  1924,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture* 

90S.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Pino-Zen."  U.  S.  v.  Albert  H.  Zen- 
ner  (Zenner  Products  Co.,  and  Zenner  Disinfectant  Co.)  Plea  of 
guilty.     Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1195.    Dom.  No.  17928.) 

On  November  2,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Albert  H.  Zenner,  trading  as  Zenner  Products  Co.,  and  as  Zenner  Disinfectant 
Co.,  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  April  27,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Michigan 
into  the  State  of  Montana,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Pino-Zen,"  which  was  an  adulter- 
ated and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Pino-Zen  Being  made  from  the  pure  fragrant 
Southern  Pine  Oil  *  *  *,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  con- 
taining the  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it 
was  made  from  pine  oil ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell 
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below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it 
was  not  made  from  pine  oil,  but  was  made  from  a  mixture  of  pine  oil,  mineral 
Oil,  s«>ap  and  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  lor  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit.  "  Pino-Zen 
being  made  from  the  pure  fragrant  Southern  Pine  Oil  *  *  *,*'  borne  on 
each  of  the  said  labels  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
Statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  BO  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  article  was  made  from  pine  oil ; 
whereas,  it  was  not  made  from  pine  oil,  but  was  made  from  a  mixture  of 
pine  oil.  mineral  oil,  soap  and  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Pino-Zen  Disinfectant  For  The  Home  Sickroom,  Bathroom.  Drains,  and 
Sinks,  Soluble  in  Water  and  Superior  to  Carbolic  Acid  as  a  disinfectant  and 
Antiseptic  *  *  *  Will  quickly  destroy  foul  odors  and  germs  *  *  * 
For  Ordinary  Disinfection.  Use  a  solution  of  one  pint  Pino-Zen  to  one  hun- 
dred parts  of  water.  To  keep  the  air  sweet  and  clean.  In  public  places, 
schools,  hospitals,  hotels,  theatres,  stores,  office  building,  etc.,  sprinkle  freely. 
A  pint  Pino-Zen  to  five  gallons  of  water.  Garbage  boxes,  lavatories,  out-door 
closets.  Use  one  part  Pino-Zen  to  one  hundred  parts  water  to  destroy  bad 
odors  and  germs.  Washing  floors,  refrigerators,  etc.,  Put  three  or  four  table- 
spoonfuls  of  Pino-Zen  to  a  pail  of  water*  Bathroom  and  Toilets.  Wash  the 
fixtures  and  floor  with  one  part  Pino-Zen  and  one  hundred  parts  of  water, 
reaching  all  cracks  and  crevices  in  floor.  Directions.  Contagious  Diseases. 
Wash  all  articles  with  solution  made  of  two  tablespoonfuls  of  Pino-Zen  to  ;L 
quart  of  water  *  *  *  To  Disinfect  Stables.  Where  animals  are  kept, 
sprinkle  freely  one  pint  of  Pino-Zen  to  five  gallons  of  water.  Will  destroy  the 
odors  *  *  *  Douches  or  Injections  *  *  *  Throat  Spray  and  Mouth 
Wash.  *  *  *  Burns  and  Scalds.  A  teaspoonful  of  Pino-Zen  to  a  cup  of 
water  will  give  instant  relief  and  prevent  scarring  *  *  *  Skin  Diseases, 
wounds,  ulcerated  sores,  cuts.  One  to  two  per  cent  (one  or  two  teaspoonfuls 
Pino-Zen  to  a  pint  of  water  is  used).  To  Stop  Bleeding.  Directions  *  *  * 
Mange  *  *  *  Will  *  *  *  drive  out  the  flies  *  *  *  "  borne  on  the 
said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  was  an  effective  disinfectant 
for  the  home,  sickroom,  bathroom,  drains  and  sinks  and  that  it  was  superior 
to  carbolic  acid  as  a  disinfectant  and  antiseptic,  that  it  would  destroy  all 
foul  odors  and  all  germs,  that,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  be  effective  as 
a  disinfectant  and  would  keep  the  air  sweet  and  clean  in  public  places,  schools, 
hospitals,  hotels,  theatres,  stores  and  office  buildings,  would  destroy  bad  odors 
and  germs  in  garbage  boxes,  lavatories  and  out-door  closets,  would  disinfect 
floors,  refrigerators,  etc.,  would  disinfect  bathrooms,  toilets  and  all  articles 
in  the  case  of  all  contagious  diseases,  would  destroy  all  odors  and  would  dis- 
infect stables,  would  act  as  an  effective  disinfectant  douche  or  injection,  throat 
spray  and  mouth  wash,  that  the  use  of  the  said  article  as  directed  would  give 
instant  relief  and  would  prevent  scarring  from  burns  and  scalds  in  all  cases, 
would  be  effective  in  all  cases,  in  skin  diseases,  wounds,  sores  and  cuts  and 
would  stop  bleeding  under  all  conditions,  and  that  when  used  as  directed,  it 
would  be  efficacious  for  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange  and  would  be  effective 
against  flies:  whereas,  the  article  was  not  superior  to  carbolic  acid  as  a  dis- 
infectant and  antiseptic,  it  was  not  an  effective  disinfectant  for  the  home, 
sickroom,  bathroom,  drains  and  sinks,  it  would  not  destroy  all  foul  odors  and 
germs,  and  When  used  as  directed,  it  would  not  be  effective  for  the  above 
purposes. 

On  November  10.  1JrJ4.  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation and  the  conrt  Imposed  a  tine  of  $25. 

It.  W.  DtJNLAP, 
Art  inn  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

!>!>?>.  Misbranding  of  u  Eenolenni  Disinfectant."  i  .  8.  v.  llberl  h.  Eeaner, 
(Zenoer  Products  Co.  and  Tne  Eenner  Disinfectant  <  <».»  Plea  «»f 
Utility,     rim.*::.-.     (I.  &  V.  No.  ii:.f.     Horn.  No.  1»;-JOT.> 

On  November  2,  19234  the  United  states  attorney  lor  the  Hasten  District 
of  Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 

District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Al- 
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bert  H.  Zenner,  trading  as  Zenner  Products  Co.,  and  as  The  Zenner  Disinfectant 
Co.,  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insec- 
ticide Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  August  14,  1920,  from  the  State  of  Michigan 
into  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Zenoleum  Disinfectant," 
which  wras  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said 
act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  ZENOLEUM  For  General  Use  in  the  Home  the 
Kitchen  the  Sick  Room  the  hospital  Disinfectant  *  *  *  Directions 
*  *  *  Out-Door  Closets — Mix  two  tablespoonfuls  Zenoleum  with  a  pail  of 
water  and  sprinkle  the  closets  and  vaults.  Floors — To  each  pail  of  water  for 
scrubbing,  add  one  teaspoonful  of  Zenoleum.  Kitchen  Sinks  and  Drains — 
Pour  a  teaspoonful  of  Zenoleum  into  the  sink  or  drain  and  flush  with  fresh 
water.  The  Bath — Use  one  to  four  teaspoonfuls  Zenoleum  to  the  tub  of  water. 
Gives  a  fresh  feeling  to  the  skin.  It  is  a  good  plan  to  use  a  disinfectant  in 
the  bath  at  all  times  and  Zenoleum  being  freely  miscible  with  water,  makes 
an  ideal  disinfectant  for  this  purpose.  Especially  is  this  desirable  with  chil- 
dren, for  exposed  as  they  are  to  many  sources  of  infection  and  contagion,  too 
great  precaution  cannot  be  taken.  Zenoleum  *  *  *  Disinfectant  *  *  * 
Directions  *  *  *  Sore  Mouth,  Sore  Throat,  Croup,  Bronchitis — (Pre- 
ventive measures  and  for  relief) — Gargle  and  rinse  with  one-half  to  one  tea- 
spoonful to  one  quart  of  water.  Rinse  afterward  with  fresh  water.  House 
Moths  and  Fleas — Use  one  ( 1 )  teaspoonful  Zenoleum  to  one  ( 1 )  quart  of 
water.  Wash  floors  and  infested  places,  sprinkle  over  the  carpets,  etc.  Cater- 
pillars and  Many  Other  Pests.  Use  two  (2)  tablespoonfuls  Zenoleum  to  one 
(1)  gallon  water.  Spray  heavily  with  this  solution,"  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements,  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  out-door  closets,  floors,  kitchen  sinks 
and  drains,  that  it  would  disinfect,  when  used  in  the  bath  at  the  dilution 
recommended,  that,  when  used  at  the  dilution  of  one-half  teaspoonful  of  the 
article  to  one  quart  of  water,  it  would  act  as  a  preventive  measure  and  would 
disinfect  in  case  of  sore  mouth,  sore  throat,  croup  and  bronchitis,  that,  when 
used  as  directed,  it  would  be  effective  against  house  moths  and  fleas  and 
would  be  effective  against  caterpillars  and  many  other  pests  on  plants ; 
whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  and  at  the  dilutions  recom- 
mended, would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  doe$ 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  therein  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or 
affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  substance  or  ingredient  so  present  therein  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  November  19,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1000.  Adulteration  and  Misbranding  of  ¥  Kalibor  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  Nitrate 
Agencies  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1215.  Dom.  Nos. 
16731,  16734.) 

On  October  26,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Nitrate  Agencies  Co.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Bayonne,  N.  J.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  in  two  con- 
signments, namely,  on  or  about  April  2  and  April  12,  1921,  respectively,  from 
the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Maine,  of  quantities  of  "  Kalibor 
Powder,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 
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Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit, 


"  Active  Ingredients   52.  50% 

Arsenic  Peutoxide   26.009o 

Metallic  Arsenic  18.20% 

****** 

Inert  Ingredients  : 

Hydrate  of  Lime   37.  50% 

Calcium  Sulphate  10.  00%  " 


borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  represented 
that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  active  ingredients, 
i.  e.,  substances  that  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fCTgt.  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  52.50  per  cent,  contained  arsenic,  expressed  as 
arsenic  pentoxide,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  26  per  cent,  contained 
arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not 
less  than  18.20  per  cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  that 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion 
of  not  more  than  47.50  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  ar- 
ticle fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in 
that  it  contained  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  52.50  per  cent,  it 
contained  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  arsenic  pentoxide,  in  a  proportion 
of  less  than  26  per  cent,  it  contained  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metal- 
lic arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than  18.20  per  cent,  and  it  contained  inert  in- 
gredients in  a  proportion  greater  than  47.50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above  quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  active  in- 
gredients in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  52.50  per  cent,  contained  arsenic, 
expressed  as  per  centum  of  arsenic  pentoxide,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
26  per  cent,  contained  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in 
the  proportion  of  not  less  than  1S.20  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  47.50  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  said  article 
contained  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  52.50  per  cent,  it  con- 
tained arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  arsenic  pentoxide,  in  a  proportion 
less  than  26.00  per  cent,  it  contained  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metal- 
lic arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than  18.20  per  cent  and  it  contained  inert  in- 
gredients in  a  proportion  greater  than  47.50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  further  reason  that  the  state- 
ments, to  wit, 

"  Kalibor  is  a  powerful  and  quick-acting  poison  *  *  *  For  Potato  Bugs : 
As  soon  as  bugs  appear,  apply  full  strength  with  a  good  dusting  machine  or 
liquid  sprayer  at  the  rate  of  about  5  lbs.  per  acre.  For  Tobacco  Worms :  Ap- 
ply with  dusting  machine  at  the  rate  of  3  to  6  lbs.  per  acre  depending  upon 
size  of  plants.  For  Truck  Insects:  Apply  at  the  rate  of  3  to  4  lbs.  per  acre, 
for  external  leaf-eating  insects  on  hardy  foliage." 

borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  contained  in  certain  of  the  packages  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article  was  a  powerful  and  quick-acting  poison,  that,  when  used  as 
directed,  it  would  be  effective  against  potato  bugs  and  tobacco  worms,  and 
would  be  effective  against  external  leaf-eating  insects  on  hardy  truck  foliage  ; 
whereas,  the  article  contained  in  certain  of  the  said  packages  was  not  a  power- 
ful quick-acting  poison,  and,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  not  be  effective 
against  potato  bugs  and  tobacco  worms,  and  would  not  be  effective  against 
external  leaf-eating  insects  on  hardy  truck  foliage. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  and  the  name  and  per- 
centage amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  «>n  each  of  any  of  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article:  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
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the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  each  of  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  December  16,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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